Political and social movements are both empowering and power-seeking: they seek both to mobilize civil society and overwhelm state institutions. As organisations they mobilize collective power, generating solidarities and transforming social structures. As such, political organisations both challenge power and exercise power. This article addresses organizational vehicles for political change in Australia, drawing out limits and possibilities. Three organizational forms are discussed -the political party, the non-government organization (NGO), and the social movement -in terms of their capacity and limits. The social solidarities and social structures that frame political organization are debated, highlighting the impact of political conflicts over ecological change. The article ends with a discussion of the proceeding three articles, drawing out shared themes and implications in terms of the relationships post-Howard, between the Australian state, political parties, NGOs and movements.
movement here centres on civil society, becoming the vehicle for a transformation of social relations and social attitudes. Clearly, though, struggles against capitalist hegemony cannot be confined to civil society. Liberation from social power structures may be the key aspiration, but to be realized movements must, at one moment or another, address political structures: indeed, any violation of capitalist order, whether in the 'everyday' or not, invites coercive intervention.
In Gramscian terms, the transformation of civil society requires the capture of political society. Since the earliest days of capitalism the political structures of accumulation have been the central barrier to social transformation. If anything, these structures are more central today, under late capitalist neo-liberalism. Paradoxically, state power is vital to the process of maintaining, extending and enforcing market rule, and for maintaining social order in the face of resulting volatilities. As David Harvey has argued, the driving dynamic of profit-taking today proceeds primarily through a process of 'accumulation by dispossession', where peoples are literally disinherited and displaced (Harvey 2003) . While markets may exert decentred structural power, an 'empire' perhaps, they are embedded in the highly-centred power of sovereign authority (as indeed amply demonstrated by neo-conservativism).
Movements must address these political structures: 'organizing for power' is embedded in existing power relations and must seek power over such structures. It necessarily involves creating formations that will be most effective within the prevailing political conditions. Movement organizations are thus double-sided, in both affirming and transforming social contexts: they are embedded in social relations, but at the same time reach out beyond them, to envisage and construct new possibilities. That is to say, organizing for power cannot happen in the abstract: it has to happen 'on the ground'. The resulting praxis of reflective action, where movements act-on the categories that constitute them, is at the core of social change organizations as reflexive actors that literally remake society. Debates about the organization of collective power very clearly expose these dynamics.
For these various reasons, this Special Issue takes organisation as the first step in its dialogue for alternatives, beyond neo-conservativism. This article introduces the section with a survey of organizational concerns within the Australian political context. It begins by conceptualizing the broad field of social change organizations in terms of organizational categories, drawing-out the primary features of the three kinds of organization that are prevalent in the Australian context -the political party, the non-government organization and the social or political movement. Discussion in the second and third sections moves beyond the three-part typology to address the question of social solidarity and social change, asking how emergent social forces and attendant structures influence the logic of organization. In the final section, some specific questions of social change organization in Australia, in the light of Australia's 'extended state' and related social and ecological structures, are addressed, drawing out themes for the ensuing four chapters.
Organisational categories
Debates about organization centre on organizational form, on a spectrum from most hierarchic to most diffuse. The quintessentially hierarchic organization -the military insurgency -demands absolute obedience on pain of death. The most diffuse organizations may collapse the movement into expressions of subjecthood and individual experience. We may then imagine a continuum from military insurgencies, to religious cults, political parties, political movements, community and nongovernment organisations, social movements, movement networks and affinity groups, extending to the most diffuse attitudinal or affective phenomena, such as what Walgrave and Verhulst call 'emotional movements' (2006), or what McDonald calls 'experience' movements (2006) . Conflicts and disputes over political organization are played-out along this continuum: anti-colonial struggles were fraught with conflicts between insurgent and electoral approaches; the first Communist International divided between between centralism and voluntarism; current movements are patterned by divisions between institutionalism and autonomism (Fominaya 2007; Juris 2008) .
The question of which organization is most effective may be understood as a question of 'form' rather than 'content', a tactical rather than a strategic issue. Choice of organizational form may simply hinge on the question of what kind of change is being sought, and what kind of power is being mobilized, and thus what organizational vehicle is required. Within late-capitalist societies discussion of vehicles for social change revolves around three main organisational forms -the political party, the NGO and the social movement, each if which has its own limits and possibilities. Clearly if the objective is to deliver votes at a ballot box then forming a political party will be the priority; if the aim is to mobilise informational power we might expect an emphasis on constituting expert status, such as through think-tank NGOs; in contrast, a more participatory social movement model would be needed to deliver popular mobilization and more broad-based social transformation.
As summarised in Table 1 , each organisational form targets a specific power source and entails a particular set of assumptions about organizational structure, the meaning of democracy, the nature of the political process and the role of ideology. 
Organisation and social solidarity
When understood as schematic 'form' rather than 'content', organization is Unlike more embedded or systemic solidarities, movement solidarities have to be consciously generated to produce social change, and organization plays a key role in this. The self-conscious process of movement solidarity is generative -it builds political community. As expounded by 'classical' sociologists, systemic solidarities may emerge from the relationships between 'traditional' structures and 'modernising' systems, responding to emergent modes of production, divisions of labour, or rationalization pressures. These existing forms of solidarity enable social structures to be adapted and reproduced. Self-conscious solidarities, in contrast, arise from deliberate affiliation, and are distinct as they create new forms of identification, association and mobilization. It is these self-consciously constructed affiliations that generate transformative collective action, from within the social formation (Bamyeh 2007 ). They spring from existing solidarities, but in the process gain an autonomy which transforms and supersedes systemic practices. In this respect, movements are agents of change, rather than symptoms of change: but they are not free agents:
paradoxically, they act on society from within society.
The problem for movement solidarities is thus a problem of emergence -how can movements generate the solidarities to produce the required value shift? The answer to this question lies within the dynamic relationships between structural conflicts and movement agency. Given that we live under capitalist social relations, it is capitalism's structural conflicts that set the stage for movement agency: understood historically, those conflicts change over time, generating contrasting modes of movement and organisation. The Multitude, they argue, is a 'distributed network', where 'each struggle remains singular and tied to its local conditions but at the same time is immersed in the common web', where the extension of a common field strengthens rather than undermines the singularities of its participants (Hardt and Negri 2004: 217) . As with the universalist 'empire' that it challenges, the Multitude has no centre: instead it is diffused across social life, taking root wherever peoples assert self-rule and wrest control of their own means of social reproduction. There is no overarching meta- More fundamentally, though, the very idea of distributed networks and unorganised fluidarity is in direct conflict with the notion that we are living under ecological crisis.
Instead of disaggregating movement identities, the advancing crisis of global warming is undoubtedly more totalizing than any of the preceding crises of modernity. In its wake, the crisis literally subsumes all other political agendas. Indeed, there is nothing contingent about global warming. In this respect, we can predict, and perhaps witness, The effects of political regulation, though, are double-sided. The act of policing itself betrays a vulnerability, as the resort to coercion signals a failure of legitimation. The spectacle of coercive power, displayed for political effect, demonstrates the extent to which an issue has been contested and politicized. This, in itself, can be a key achievement of social movements, in forcing public attention and deliberation. As Sergio Fiedler highlights in his chapter for this Section, social movements most clearly deploy their autonomous power when they engage in mass civil disobedience, forcing the authorities to act. Where the response is coercive, the movement may be no less effective. The process of provoking and confronting coercion in the name of collective goals can have a powerful resonance, and historically has been central to the extension of political rights, of social provision, and of cultural recognition. The two great 'anti-systemic' social movements of the last two centuries that were identified by Immanuel Wallerstein -the movement for social democracy and the movement against colonialism -depended on such approaches (Wallerstein 2003) .
Fiedler argues that current globalizing forces now position refugees at the cuttingedge of political subjectivity, in forging and claiming new forms of agency. The extension of political community across borders, whether through migration or otherwise, has been a central question for social movements, although one that has often been deferred. That deferral now unravels in the face of cross-national flows:
we now see the same phenomenon across multiple sites, including, as emphasised here, the issue of ecological survival. In these contexts where the meta-political framework, society's historicity, comes under challenge, the social movement organisation becomes most necessary, and effective.
Conclusion
Organisation sits at the centre of social and political change. Movement organisations transform latent potential into a social and political force capable of transformative action. Social change organisations thereby take on a constitutive role in terms of selfconsciously crystalising movement solidarities. Organisational questions are thus both tactical and strategic questions, entailing the creation of alternative agendas as well as a means of enacting them. As argued here, such movements paradoxically act-on society from within: by acting on society they confront immediate structures, politicizing and delegitimising power holders; by acting within society they create the power to transform social relations, making society anew. In the current period, where we sit on the cusp of a new social order forced into place by ecological exhaustion and climate change, we can expect movement organizations to move to centre stage.
As existing institutions fail in the face of mounting crisis, the creative praxis of movement organisations offers us the best foundation for the revolutionary transformations that are so urgently required.
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